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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last Office 
action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-4, 10, and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hikita (U.S. Patent No. 6,427,941). 

With respect to Claims 1-4 and 10, Hikita, Figure 1, teaches a guide assembly, the guide 
assembly comprising: a rotatable first roller 20 including a perimeter surface, a circumference, a 
longitudinal axis and a groove 24 disposed into the perimeter surface, the groove having a 
groove length that is less than the circumference; wherein the first roller includes a plurality of 
spaced-apart grooves, each of the grooves having a groove length that is less than the 
circumference; wherein the grooves are aligned substantially parallel to the circumference. 

With respect to Claims 26-27, the method described in these claims would inherently 
result from the use of the guide roller of the Hikita as advanced above. 

Claims 1-4, 10, 14-15, 20-21, and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Stewart et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,436,191). 
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With respect to Claims 1-4, 10, and 14-15, 20-21, Stewart et al, Figure 1, teaches a guide 
assembly, the guide assembly comprising: a rotatable first roller 14 including a perimeter 
surface, a circumference, a longitudinal axis and a groove (space between plateau 30) disposed 
into the perimeter surface, the groove having a groove length that is less than the circumference; 
wherein the first roller includes a plurality of spaced-apart grooves, each of the grooves having a 
groove length that is less than the circumference; wherein the grooves are aligned substantially 
parallel to the circumference; wherein the grooves are semi-randomly distributed on the 
perimeter surface; the groove having a groove depth that varies along the length of the groove 
(see Fig. 3). 


With respect to Claims 26-27, the method described in these claims would inherently 
result from the use of the guide roller of Stewart et al as advanced above. 


The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 10, 12-13, 26-27, 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saliba et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,427,934) in view of Sawano et al (Japanese 
Patent No. 10-106074). 

With respect to Claims 1-4, 10, and 12-13, Saliba et al, Figure 1, teaches a tape drive 100 
including a take-up reel 300 and a head assembly 104, the guide assembly comprising a rotatable 
first roller 102 including a perimeter surface, a circumference, a longitudinal axis. Saliba et al 
teach all the elements of the guide roller except for a groove. However, Sawano et al, Figures 1- 
3, teach a groove disposed into the perimeter surface, the groove having a groove length that is 
less than the circumference. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide Saliba et al with a groove on the guide roller, as taught by Sawano et al, for the purpose 
of controlling dynamic air entrainment between the roller surface and the magnetic tape. 

With respect to Claims 26-27 and 30-32, the method described in these claims would 
inherently result from the use of the tape drive with guide rollers of Saliba et al in view of 
Sawano et al as advanced above. 

Claims 14-15, 20-22, 24, 28-29, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saliba et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,427,934) in view of Sawano et al (Japanese 
Patent No. 10-106074) and further in view Stewart et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,436,191). 

With respect to Claims 14-15, 20-22, 24, 28-29, and 34, teaches all the elements of the 
roller. Figures 2 and 3 of Sawano et al would appear to teach a groove that varies but it is not 
clear. However, Stewart et al, Figure 3, teach grooves that vary along their length. As such, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide Saliba et al in view of 
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Sawano et al that vary along their length, as taught by Stewart et al, for the purpose of allowing 
the air to travel both axially and circumferentially along the roller to escape from between the 
roller and the magnetic tape. 

Claims 5-9, 1 1, 33, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al as applied to claims 1-4, 10, 12-13, 26-27, 30-32 above. 

With respect to Claims 5-9, 1 1, 33, and 35, Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al are 
advanced above. Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al do not mention the particular dimensions 
of the grooves. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, as 
determined through routine experimentation and optimization, to dimension the grooves of 
Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al as specified in Claims 5-9, 1 1, 33, and 35 because one of 
ordinary skill would have been expected to have routinely experimented to determine the 
optimum dimensions for a particular use. 

Claims 16-19, 23, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al and Stewart et al as applied to claims 14-15, 20-22, 24, 28- 
29, and 34 above. 

With respect to Claims 16-19, 23, and 25, Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al and 
Stewart et al are advanced above. Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al and Stewart et al do not 
mention the particular dimensions of the grooves. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, as determined through routine experimentation and optimization, to 
dimension the grooves of Saliba et al in view of Sawano et al as specified in Claims 16-19, 23, 
and 25 because one of ordinary skill would have been expected to have routinely experimented 
to determine the optimum dimensions for a particular use. 
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Claims 5-9, 11-12, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hikita as applied to claims 1-4 and 10 above or Stewart et al as applied to claims 1-4, 10, 14-15, 
20-21 and 26-27 above. 

With respect to Claims 5-9, 1 1, and 35, Hikita or Stewart et al are advanced above. 
Hikita or Stewart et al do not mention the particular dimensions of the grooves. However, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, as determined through routine 
experimentation and optimization, to dimension the grooves of Hikita or Stewart et al as 
specified in Claims 5-9, 11, and 35 because one of ordinary skill would have been expected to 
have routinely experimented to determine the optimum dimensions for a particular use. 

With respect to Claims 12, Hikita or Stewart et al are advanced above. Hikita or Stewart 
et al do not mention the use of a second roller. However, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide a second roller since it has been held that mere duplication of 
the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-35 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William A. Rivera whose telephone number is 571-272-6953. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday - 5:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kathy Matecki can be reached on 571-272-6951 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



WILLIAM A. RIVERA 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 


September 12, 2006 


